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to er and Darlene Chantel 
LO801 E. Hwy 66 
(ingman, AZ 66401 

Di :GyL L 

BEFORE TEE ARIZ COMMISSION 

:ommissioners 
;ARY PIERCE, CHAIRMAN 
3RENDA BURNS 
?AUL NEWMAN 
3ANDRA D. KENNEDY 
30B STUMP 

CN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL 
:OMPLAINT AGAINST MOHAVE 
CLECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. FILED 
3Y ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL 

Docket No. E-01750A-09-0149 

COMPLAINANTS' REPONSE TO 
PROCEDURAL ORDER ISSUED BY 
ADMINSTRATIVE LAW J U D a  BELINDA 
A. MARTIN 

Complainants Roger and Darlene Chantel are hereby filing 

;he following response to the Procedural Orders issued by 

Jdministrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin. 

These procedural orders do not have numbers for references 

2nd appear that the only way to refer to them is by their 

zomplete title as they seem to have been placed in 

qdministrative Law Judge procedural order. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the C h a n t e l s  shall  f i le a 

response to Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc.'s Motion to 

Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint no later than 

Ruqust16, 2013. Exhibit A is a copy of the response ordered by 
4dministrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, as alternative to f i l i n g ,  if 
the Chantels no longer wish to pursue their Complaint before the 

Commission, the C h a n t e l s  shall  f i le a Motion to W i t h d r a w  

Complaint no later than A u g u s t  16, 2013. This complaint covers 
safety issues that effect tourists, citizens, people using state 

land, as well as safety concerns on federal government land. 
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'he i s s u e s  e f f e c t  t h e  s a f e t y  of a l l  l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s  who use  Hwy. 

56 a s  a means of t r a v e l .  The Chante ls  feel  t h a t  it would be a 

) reach of  t h e i r  c i v i l  du ty  t o  f e l low c i t i z e n s  i f  t h e y  f i l e d  a 

lo t ion  t o  Withdraw Complaint. 

I T  I S  FUTHER ORDERED a d v i s i n g  t h e  Chante ls  t h a t  failure to 

:imely comply with  t h e  above Orders of t h e  Commission, may 

iltimately result i n  administrative closure of this docket for 

Failure to cooperate. The Chante l  w i l l  make eve ry  e f f o r t  t o  

:omply t o  t h e  p rocedura l  o r d e r s  t h a t  are i s s u e d  wi th  t h e  i n t e n t  

L O  b r i n g  about  j u s t i c e  and p r o t e c t  t h e  s a f e t y  of f e l low 

: i t i z e n s .  

I T  I S  FURTHER ORDERED t h a t  a l l  p a r t i e s  must comply wi th  

i u l e s  31 and 38 of t h e  Rules  of t h e  Arizona Supreme Court  and 

1 .R .S .  40 -243  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  practice of l a w  and admission p r o  

lac  v i c e .  Rule 31 s e e m s  t o  focus  on i l l e g a l  a c t i v i t y  of 

I t t o r n e y s .  Rule 38 s e e m s  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  idea t h a t  t h i s  

Zorruption may ex tend  as f a r  a s  t h e  Arizona B a r  Assoc ia t ion .  

i u l e  38 sugges t s  t h a t  j u s t i c e  may on ly  be a c q u i r e d  i f  t h e  i s s u e s  

ire p resen ted  o u t s i d e  of t h i s  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  Rule 38 has  wording 

in it t h a t  sugges t s  some kind of a u t h o r i t y  might be brought  i n  

Erom o u t s i d e  of t h e  s ta te .  This  Admin i s t r a t ive  Law Judge p l aced  

:he words of p r o  hac  vice i n  t h i s  order. Rule 38 and t h e  words 

2ro hac  vice s e e m  t o  d i r e c t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  Arizona S t a t e  B a r .  

r h i s  o r d e r  mentions A.R .S .  40-243 which refers t o  s o m e  t y p e  of 

x b i t r a t i n g .  This  l a w  does n o t  s e e m  t o  be clear as  t o  whether 

m electr ic  company can be o rde red  t o  e n t e r  a r b i t r a t i o n .  The 

ques t ion  t o  t h e  people  of t h i s  S t a t e  is ,  i s  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  

2rder  a p r a c t i c e  of p rocedura l  law? How does t h i s  o r d e r  r e s o l v e  

the  i s s u e s  t h a t  e x i s t  under common law? There i s  ano the r  

? o s s i b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  order. The Admin i s t r a t ive  Law 

Judge has  p re sen ted  t h e s e  r u l e s  of  l e g a l  t h e o r i e s ,  so she  can 

u s e  h e r  powers t o  e l e v a t e  t h e  Complainants t o  a s t a t u s  of an 
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3ttorney. If she chooses to make this type of decision it 

zhanges the issues in this complaint to procedural law. If the 

zommon law of the land is abandoned the Complainants lose the 

right to justice. If this Administrative Law Judge chooses to 

abandon common law, this brings in the governing principals of 

Judicial Cannons, which govern the acts of judges. If the 

Administrative Law Judge moves into the area of procedural law 

and makes any claims that the Complainants must adhere to the 

same standards as an attorney that holds a license with the 

Arizona State Bar, she then becomes responsible to issue an 

order to the Arizona State Bar to issue the Complainant a 

license to practice law. 

One has to understand that Administrative Law Judges are 

hired, paid and given retirement benefits through the commission 

or an authority authorizing the existence of the commission. If 

they make any damaging rulings they know that they and their 

family could lose their way of life. 

below it is evident as to how this group of people use their 

position and authority. 

class of people should be put on the list for the 2016 and 2017 

list of people to be placed in the treason trials. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Administrative Law Judge may 

If you read the order 

As a visionary I do not think that this 

rescind, alter, amend or waive any portion of this Procedural 

Order either by subsequent Procedural Order or by ruling at 

hearing. This is an interesting order. It appears to violate a 

number of Judicial Cannons. The most interesting part about 

this order is that it appears to be a self-generating order 
giving the Administrative Law Judge the right to promote and 

protect acts of corruption within the agency known as the 

Arizona Corporation Commission. What is not clear is where she 

stands on corruption. It is standard knowledge that corruption 

in government agencies cause the standard of living of the 

[Summary of pleading] - 3 
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joverned to decline. The question that is not clear is, is she 

Iromoting corruption or is she working against corruption? 

Administrative Law Judges have free choice. If the 

Administrative Law Judge makes efforts to comply to Judicial 

Zannons it appears that a possible direction would be to put the 

:omplainants and Mohave Electric Cooperative into arbitration 

node and then make decisions on the outcome. It should be noted 

:hat Belinda A. Martin, Administrative Law Judge for the Arizona 

Zooperation Commission, has had a number of third party 

zonversations with individuals within the agency known as the 

lrizona Corporation Commission about these issues or related 

issues. 

Dated this 6/- 
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:o er and Darlene Chantel 
0801 E. Hwy 66 
:ingman, AZ 86401 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

:ommissioners 
;ARY PIERCE, 
IRENDA BURNS 
'AUL NEWMAN 
;ANDRA D. KENNEDY 
IOB STUMP 

j Docket NO. E-01750A-09-0149 
N THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL 1 

) COMPLAIN24TS' RESPONSE TO MOHAVE :OMPLAINT AGAINST MOHAVE 
XECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. FILED) ELeCTRIC COOPERATIVE'S MOTION 
IY ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ $ T 1 o N  To 

1 

Complainants Roger and Darlene Chantel submit a response to 

:he Administrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin's order to 

yespond to Mohave Electric Cooperative's Motion for 

teconsidering their Motion to Dismiss the Formal Complaint 

:-0175OA-O9-0149. 

Mohave Electric Cooperative (hereinafter referred to 

No. 

IEC ) 

:omes in front of this Commission claiming that the issues in 

:his complaint have been fully adjudicated and resolved. The 

ittorneys Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udal1 submitted Exhibit 
1 "Memorandum Decision" Exhibit B "Judgment" and Exhibit C 

'Mandate". They claim that these documents represent the facts 

:hat the issues have been adjudicated and resolved. 

The Complainants claim that the issues have not been 

resolved and that most of the issues have not been adjudicated 

inder "Common Law" or "Civil Law" of the land. 

[Summary of pleading] - 1 
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LIST OF SOME OF THE ISSUES IN SAID COMPLAINT 

1.Safety issues as they exist in A.A.C. R14-2-208 and R14-2- 

208 F 1. 

2.Termination of Service R14-2-211 A 3 and R14-2-208 A 5 and 

6. 

3.Nonpayment of bill R14-2-211 3. 

4. Termination notice required R14-2-211 D. 

5. Application for discontinuance or abandonment of utility 

service. R14-2-202 B. 

These are a few of the issues in front of this Commission that 

have not been resolved. These lawyers claim that the court 

proceeding has adjudicated the above issues. 

would examine the exhibits submitted by Michael A. Curtis and 

Larry K. Udall, it will find that there is no mention of any 

type of common law adjudication on the above mentioned issues. 

Most of these documents are about adjudication of procedure 

law and the large amounts of attorney fees that the court has 

awarded them. 

The Complaints ask the Administrative Law Judge Belinda A. 

Martin to deny this motion for dismissal on the grounds that 

Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udall have failed to prove the 
that the issues have been resolved or have been properly 

adjudicated under common or civil law. These issues could be 

resolved by the Board of Directors of Mohave Electric 

Cooperative. 

If this tribunal 

POINTS IN ISSUE ONE 

1. If one were to review Arizona Administrative Code, which 

was adopted on March 6, 1980, they would find that a number 

of amendments have occurred to bring the Arizona 

[Sumnary of pleading] - 2 
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Administrative Code up to its present wording. R14-2-208, 

Provision of Service, R14-2-208 A, Utility Responsibility, 

R14-2-208 1, "Each utility shall be responsible for the 
safe transmission and distribution of electric until it 

passes the point of delivery on file to the customer. The 

complaint on file with this agency is about an unsafe high 

voltage power transmission line that travels over the 

property that where the Complainants reside. MEC is 

responsible to maintain safe conditions while they transmit 

and distribute high voltage electricity through their 

lines. These safe conditions are described and outlined in 

R14-208 F, 1. This law refers to the National Electrical 

Safety Code. This code states the distances between poles 

and the size of poles in relation to how much electricity 

is passing through the lines. 

A number of unsafe conditions were presented to MEC. They 

did not make any effort to correct any of the unsafe 

conditions. Some of the unsafe conditions are under sized 

poles and the distance between poles. These poles are 

about twice the distance that is allowed by law. Over 

time, the Complainant has seen one of the poles on this 

property leaning to a point that if any kind of severe 

weather should occur in the area it would break. The pole 

that is under sized and leaning has lines that connect 

directly into Complaints' place of residence. If anything 

were to happen to these lines and poles it would pull and 
put such pressure on the electric wires in Complainants' 

house that it could cause wiring to become unsafe and the 

house unlivable. With the Complainant's medical need for 

continuous electricity, this would become a devastating 

event to his life. Any reputable utility company would 

have sat down with the Complainants and reviewed the 
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concerns that have been presented and would have made every 

effort to comply to the laws. MEC could have brought the 
high voltage transmission lines into compliance by adding 

one pole, which would have satisfied the distance 

requirements in R14-2-208 F 1 and it would have satisfied 
MEC's claims of a distance violation against Complainants. 

Look at MEC's course of actions. MEC refused to 

acknowledge the issue that a portion of their high voltage 

transmission line was out of compliance with Arizona 

Administrative Codes. When a public utility fails to 

acknowledge violations they then resort to different forms 

of corruption to cover up their actions. It appears that 

Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udal1 created a scheme that 
the Complainants were in violation of some type of distance 

code that existed in the National Electrical Safety Code. 

Complainant believes this is evident by the fact that MEC's 

attorneys made claims of a distance violation, but did not 

present a measurement to verify their claims to the court 
in any of their evidence. The alleged violation of 

distance stated by these attorneys just so happens to be in 

the same location as the non-compliant distance between 

poles as stated in R14-2-208 F, 1. See Exhibit A, Result 
of Survey. These two attorneys' scheme was to cover up 

MEC's safety violation and claim that the Complaints were 

the ones in violation. If an agency or the director of an 

agency fails to create requested reports to determine 

issues of safety it becomes clear that corruption is 

present and growing. The violation in this area is the 

distance between poles and how they do not comply with R14- 

2-208 F, 1. It also appears the pole sizes are in 

violation of R14-2-208 F, 1 as well. If the Administrative 
Law Judge is seeking justice and promoting safe electrical 

[Summaty of pleading] - 4 
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conditions for the citizens of the State of Arizona, she 

will issue an order to Steven Olea, the Director of the 

Utility Division of the Arizona Corporation Commission, to 

inspect the poles and lines from mile marker 66 to mile 

marker 80 along Highway 66 and then create a report on his 

findings. The individuals conducting the investigation 

should measure the distance between each pole, the size of 

the pole, and make a determination if the poles are leaning 

or have any type of wood deterioration occurring in said 

poles. After the investigation is completed, a report 

should be created showing the violations that exist. The 

judge and the citizens can review the evidence to determine 

what type of safety violations occurred. It seems this 

kind of action is standard in common and civil law 

proceedings. This report will help the judge and the 

citizens that will be reviewing this case to make a 

determination as to how much corruption might exist. 

POINTS IN ISSUE Two 

Termination of Service R14-2-211 A 3 and Rl4-2-211 A 5 and 6 

1 . M E C ' s  attorneys claimed that Mohave County issued a 

disconnect order to the Complainants' place of residence. 

These attorneys quoted a number of laws and made claims 

that a violation occurred from the top of an existing 

building to the bottom of MEC's high voltage lines. These 

attorneys are competent attorneys that claim to know 

utility law and the responsibilities that a utility owes to 

the citizens of the State of Arizona. The claim that the 

violation occurred from a high voltage transmission line 

clearly puts the Arizona Corporation Commission as the only 

jurisdiction that could have issued a disconnection of 
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service. R14-2-208 A 1 clearly points out that the 

jurisdiction to disconnect Complainants' electricity falls 

under the Arizona Corporation Commission. The scheme 

created by these two attorneys was that a high voltage 

transmission line was too close to a structure. They knew 

that the Arizona Corporation had jurisdiction over the 

disconnection of Complaints' electricity. If a closer 

examination of this case were to occur, it would appear 

that these two attorneys have used corruption as a basis 

for improper disconnection of Complainants' electricity. 

MEC's attorneys and the managing staff of MEC communicated 

with certain staff members of the Mohave County Planning 

Department in such a way as to cause Mohave County Planning 

Department to act outside of their jurisdiction, which is a 

form of corruption. The fact is, Mohave County had no 

jurisdiction to issue a disconnection of service. 

The jurisdiction to reconnect service falls upon Steven 

Olea the Utility Director for the Arizona Corporation 

Commission. If Steven Olea fails to comply with the laws, 

can the people of the State of Arizona ask the Attorney 

General Office to file documents to have this utility 

director dismissed from his office of authority? 

Complainant has submitted evidence to this Administrative 

Law Judge in the past that he needs continuous electricity 

for a medical need. The reinstatement of electricity is 

governed by R14-2-211 A 5 and 6 .  The Complainant has 
provided evidence that he has Sleep Apnea and needs 

continuous electricity to run his breathing machine. 

"Exhibit B" The people believe that judges have a civil 

duty to do what is necessary to protect the citizens who 

pay their wages and provide for their retirement. The 

Complainant believes that this Administrative Law Judge has 

[Summary of pleading] - 6 
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a civil duty to issue an order of reinstatement of 

electricity to Steven Olea and MEC. 

POINTS IN ISSUE THREE 

Nonpayment of bill. R14-2-211 3 It should be noted that the 
Complainants had always paid their electric bill on time. 

MEC's attorneys have mislead a number of authorities that they 

had some kind of right to make claims upon the Complainants 

that they were responsible to pay MEC for moving the unsafe 

high Voltage Transmission lines off of the property that MEC 

negligently placed on this property. R14-2-211 3 restricts 

MEC from making any claims for payment when it comes to 

reinstating Complainants' electricity. 

POINTS IN ISSUE FOUR 

Termination notice required R14-2-211 D 

issues that exist in these rules and regulations that MEC has 

failed to comply to. 

give a five day written notice of termination nor did they get 

any type of written approval from the governing authority 

known as the Arizona Corporation Commission to disconnect 

electricity. 

There are a number of 

One of the issues is that MEC did not 

POINTS IN ISSUE FIVE 

Application for discontinuance or abandonment of utility 

service. R14-2-202 B MEC placed lines in a negligent manner 
on the property. 

maintenance on the abandoned lines that is referred to as "old 

lines" in Exhibit A, Result of Survey. 

MEC has not conducted any type of 

[Summary of pleading] - 7 
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CONCLUSION 

The Complainants move the Administrative Law Judge to deny 

Mohave Electric Cooperative's Motion to Dismiss on the grounds 

that the issues in the complaint have not been resolved or 

adjudicated in accordance to "Common Law" or "Civil Law". 

Dated t h i s l x d a y  of August, 2013 
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io er and Darlene Chantel 
LO801 E. Hwy 66 
<ingman, AZ 86401 

BEFORE THP: ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

zommissioners 
SARY PIERCE, CHAIRMAN 
3RENDA BURNS 
?AUL NEWMAN 
SANDRA D. KENNEDY 
30B STUMP 

j Docket NO. E-01750A-09-0149 
1 
1 

IN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL 
:OMPLAINT AGAINST MOHAVE ) MOTION TO TRANSFER ISSUES IN 
ZLECTRIC COOPERATIVE I N C .  FILED ) COMPLAINT TO THE CITIZENS' 
3Y ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL 1 JURISDICT1oN 

1 
1 
1 

Complainants petition the Administrative Law Judge to 

transfer issues in this complaint to a civil authority of the 

zommon people using common sense and who follow common law with 

intent to make common sense of issues. 

CAUSE FOR CHANGE IN JURISDICTION 

There are many causes that may be valid for the change of 

jurisdiction. A change of judicial jurisdiction to public 

citizens' jurisdiction is becoming a necessity in our changing 

society needs. The general public is becoming aware that there 

are many forms of corruption that are impacting and effecting 

their standard of living. There seems to be a presence of 

corruption in and around the issues of this complaint. It 

appears that most of the different types of corruptions have 

been instated by attorneys Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udal1 

and/or people in authority that they have communicated with. 

Corruption exists when legal professionals are aware that local 

jurisdictions do not have the authority to issue a disconnect of 

electricity that is under the jurisdiction of the Arizona 

of pleading] - 1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

21 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

I 

Corporation Commission. Corruption exists when a person in 

authority, Steven Olea, sidesteps his responsibilities to 

conduct investigations and create reports that concerned 

citizens may have when the concerns cover issues like the 

supplying of electricity. Issues on electricity effect 

businesses that provide the services that citizens use to 

maintain livable standards for themselves and their children. 

The disconnection of electricity can cause people who have a 

medical need for it to die. The loss of electricity can cause 

the l o s s  of a citizen's ability to supply heat or air 

conditioning. Electricity effects citizens' cell phones, 

computers, the availability of gas for cars, the availability 

getting electronic money to pay for things of need. If people 

O f  

in 
position of importance fail to honors laws of maintaining safe 

high voltage transmission lines or if people in legal position 

do not put forth the effort to show care for their follow man 

that has a medical need, this clearly represents that corruption 

is advancing in this agency or in its surrounding authorities. 

CITIZENS' RIGHTS AND AURTHORITY TO TAKE ACTION 

The rights to govern the people who live in the boundaries 

of the country known as The United States of America, has a 

number of documents that are used to protect the rights, 

liberties and freedoms of the individual people living under 

their protection. One of these documents is known as "The 

Declaration of Independence" (adopted in Congress July 4, 1776) 

Inside this Document it speaks of a Creator of man. It mentions 

unalienable rights, such as life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness. It states "That to secure these rights, governments 

are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the 

consent of the governed, that whenever any form of government 

[Summary of pleading] - 2 
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Decomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people 

to alter or abolish it,...". The issues in this complaint are 
3bout life and property rights. It's about a cooperative's 

nisuse of its power to not provide electricity for the purpose 

3f happiness and the protection of life. 

In simple common sense law Steven Olea has a duty to issue 

2 request to investigate claims of unsafe lines and poles and 

nake a determination as to whether these lines are in compliance 

aith the National Electric Safety Codes. If evidence exists 

stating that a medical need requires the need for continuous use 

3f electricity, it becomes a mandate to Steven Olea, the Arizona 

'orporation Utility Director, to issue an order to Mohave 

Electric Cooperative to reinstate Complainants' electricity. If 

this person in power fails in his responsibility to the general 

?ublic, it then becomes the responsibility of the Arizona 

llttorney General Office to file documents to remove this person 

from power. As this happens the care of providing electricity 

falls on the Arizona Corporation Commissioners to file the 

necessary documents to place Mohave Electric Cooperative into a 

receivership for failure to honor "Convenience and Necessity" 

documents. If the actions of this agency continues in a 

destructive manner it then becomes the responsibility of Arizona 

State Legislature to draft the necessary bills to disband this 

agency and fire all employees without retirement compensation. 

If the system has become so corrupt then the citizens have the 

right to take possession of the authority and change it or 

abolish it. 

The complainants move this Administrative Law Judge to 

grant the Motion to Transfer Issues in Complaint to the 

Citizens' Jurisdiction. A 

Dated t h i s  day of August, 2013 - 
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PROOF OF AND CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I hereby certify that on this I3.fhday of August, 2013, I caused the 
foregoing documents to be served on the Arizona Corporation Commission by 
mailing the original and (13) copies of the above to: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix Arizona 85007 

Copy of the foregoing mailed this 13&day 
Of August, 2013 to: 

Lyn Farmer, Chief Administrative Law 
Belinda A. Martin Administrative Law Judge 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

// 
Janice Alward, Chief Legal Counsel 
Wes Van Cleve, Assistant Legal Counsel 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Tom Horne, 
Arizona Attorney General 
Cameron H. Holmes, Assistant Attorney General 
Billie A. Rosen, Assistant Attorney General 
1275 West Washington Street 
Phoenix Arizona 85007 

Janice K. Brewer 
Arizona Governor 
Executive Tower 
1700 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Honorable Ken Bennett 
Secretary of State 
1700 West Washington Street F1. 7 
Phoenix AZ 85007-2808 

Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan, 
Udal1 & Schwab, P.L.C. 
501 East Thomas Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
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TlME LINE 

In 1950 Mohave Electric Cooperative acquired a right-of-way from the Bureau of 
Land Management and in that same year also acquired a right-of-way from the 
State of Arizona to construct, operate, and maintain a 14.4 kv overhead electric 
line. 

In 2004 Mohave Electric Cooperative renewed their right-of-way with the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

In 2008 Mohave Electric Cooperative renewed their right-of-way with the State of 
Arizona. 

In 2012 a Result of Survey was put together by Arizona Surveying, Inc. This 
Result of Survey shows where the granted right-of-ways from the Bureau of 
Land Management and the State of Arizona are located. This Result of Survey 
also shows that Mohave Electric Cooperative’s right-of-way crosses over the 
North East corner of Sec. 5, T. 23 N., R. 14 W. Parcel Number: 313-11-006. The 
Result of Survey shows the current location of Mohave Electric Cooperative’s old 
lines and also the location of Mohave Electric Cooperative’s new lines. Neither 
the old lines nor the new lines are located inside of their right-of-way they 
acquired from the Bureau of Land Management or the State of Arizona. 

Also in this Result of Survey, the surveyor made note that one of the poles in the 
old line is leaning in a southeasterly direction by approximately 2.4‘. Since this 
survey was put together, t h s  pole has continued to lean, causing a huge swag to 
the east of the pole and causing the line to the west to be drawn extremely tight. 
These poles were abandoned in 2008 and are still on the property. They are 
unsafe and could cause substantial damage to the property and anyone visiting 
on this property. 

In 2008 Mohave Electric Cooperative made claims that we were placing a 
building inside of their right-of-way. They could not produce evidence proving 
their claim of right-of-way. After a while, they made claims that they had a 
prescriptive right-of-way. After we talked to the Bureau of Land Management 
about Mohave Electric Cooperative having a prescriptive right-of-way, we were 
informed that according to Federal Law 28 U.S.C. 2409a utilities cannot have 
prescriptive right-of-ways, they must have a granted right-of-way. After that 
claim fell short, they claimed that the previous owner gave them permission to 
place their poles and lines across the southerly portion of Parcel Number 313-11- 
006 (where the old lines are today) Again there was no evidence produced to 
substantiate their claim. 

Mohave Electric Cooperative signed documents €or right-of-ways with Federal 
and State agencies acclaiming that they were using the granted right-of-ways 
they had acquired. The Serial Number for the Bureau of Land Management 
right-of-way is AZA-32288. This is evidenced by the attached copy of their 
contract with the Bureau of Land Management and the Result of Survey. The 



R/ W Number for the State of Arizona is 17-1750. This is evidenced by the 
attached copy of their contract with the State of Arizona. 

All of this evidence is proof that Mohave Electric Cooperative has been and is 
still trespassing on the southerly portion of Parcel Number 313-11-006. To our 
knowledge they have not acquired an Application for Discontinuance or 
Abandonment of Utility Service R14-2-202 B 1,2. They have not removed the 
poles and lines that are currently on this parcel and have not maintained or 
corrected the hazardous conditions. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Elizabeth D. Chantel 
August 2013 
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Issuing Office 
Kingman E d d  Office 

TJNJXD STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFT€€E INTER3OR 

BUREAU OF LAW2 MANAGEMENT 
RIGHT-OF-WAY GlUNWTEh4PORARY TJSE PF%MTT' 

SERIAL NUM3E.R AZA-32288 

I. A right-of-way is hereby granted pursuant to Title. V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
October 21,1976 (90 Stat. 2776 43 U.S.C. 17611. 

2. Nature of Interest: 

a. By this instrument, the holder: 

Mohave Ektric Coopecative 
Post Office Box 1045 
Bullhead City, AZ 84430 

receives a right to construct, operate, maintain, and terminate a 14.4 kv OYeihedd electric fine 
with associated guy anchors, on public lands described as follows: 

Gila and Salt RiverMeridian 

T. EN., R IZW., 
sec 14 W r ~ %  
S ~ C  32 NW%$W/4%,SE%; 

T. 15N., R. 13W., 
sec 24 E Y W % ;  

T. lfjN.,R. 13W., 
sec 04 E m % ;  

T. 16%N., R. 13w., 
BBC 21 lot 3; 
see 21 SWY&€?!A; 
sec 28 SW%NE%,N!A&E%; 
~ e c  33 EW%,E!4SE%; 

SeG 10 W W k  
see 15 Wr/zE%, 
S ~ C  26 W1~1/o ,NW%SW/4;  
sec 35 EhWk; 

T. 17N.,R. 13W., 

AZA- 32 2 8 8 
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T. 18N.,R. 13W., 
sec 34 SES/asE%; 
sec 35 W Y r n Y q  

sec 20 SE%; 
sec 26 S W% ,EIWWf%,NW%NE%i; 

sec 04 W%.,NEMSEI/O; 
see 10 PIE%. 

T. 23N., R. 13W., 

T. 23N., R, 14W., 

b. The permit a m  granted herein is 20 feet wide, 59,136 feet long for a 14.4 kV electrical power 
pale. The total right-of-way contains 27.15 acres, more or less. 

c- This instrument shall terminate on 30 years from its effective date d e s s  prior thereto, it is 
relinquished, abandoned, terminated, or modified pursuant to the terms and conditions of this 
instrument or any applicable federal Iaw or regulation. 

d Notwithstanding the early relinquishment, abandonment, or termination, the provisions of this 
instnmmt, to the extent applicable, shall continue in effect and shall be binding on the holder, its 
successors, or assignees, until they have fully satisfied the obligations and/or liabilities accruing 
hmin before or on account of the prior tm’nation, of the grant. 

3. Rend: 

For and in consideration of the rights granted, the holder agrees to pay the 3mau of Land 
Management fair market value renta! as determined by the authorized officer unless specifically 
exempted from such payment by regulation. Provided, howaver, that the rental may be adjusted 
by the authorized officer, whenever necessary, to reflect changes in the fair market rental vaiue as 
determined by the application of sound business management principles, and so far as practicable 
and feasible, in accordance with comparabIe commercial practices. 

4. Terms and Conditions: 

a. This grant or pennit is issued subject to the holder’s compliance with all applicable regulations 
contained in Title 43 Code; of Federal KeguIations part 2800. 

b. Upon grant ternination by the authorized ufficer, a31 improvements shall be removed €rum the 
public lands within 90 days, or otherwise disposed of BS provided in paragraph (4)Cd) or as 
directed by the authoxized officer. 

e. Each grant issued for a term of 20 years or more shall, at a minimum, be reviewed by the 
authorized officer at the end of the 20th year and at regular intervals thereafter not to exceed 10 
years. Provided, however, that a right-of-way or pennit granted herein may be reviewed at any 
time deemed necessary by the authorized officer. 

AZA-32288 
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Faiture of the holder to c o q l y  with applicable law or any provision of this right-of-way grant or 
perrnit shall constitute p u n d s  hr suspension or termination thereoE 

The lu3kler shall perform all operations iu a good rmd workmaulike marmer so as to wme 
pmtectioa of the environment and the hedth arid safety of the public. 

Any Cultural and/or pdeontobgicd resource (historic m prehistoric site or object) discovered by 
the holder, or any person working on his behalf, on public or Federal h d  shall be immediately 
reported to the authorized ciSce~ HoMer shall suspend d operations in thr: h m d i a e  area of 
such discovery una written authorkatitirm to pee& is issued by the authorized officer. An 
evaluation of the discovery will be made by the au&rorjzed officer to detetvrine appropriate 
~ G ~ I I S  to prevent the loss of sign33ca.m cultural or scientific dues. The blder d b e  
respomWe h r  the cost of evaluation and any &cision as to proper mitigation ~TEEWIES witl be 
made by the axthrized officer afte;r consulting with the holder. 

Holder sbd remove only the minimum amount of vegetation necessary for tbe auguring of pole 
holes Topsoil shall be conserved during exavatiun and reused as cover on disturbed areas to 
facjiitate r q m w t h  of vegetation. 

ConsmtctiOn holes left open over night shall be covered. Covers ShEiu be swmed in place and 
shalt be strong enough to prevent Ewestock or wildliib fi.orn fatling through and int0 a hole. 

AZA-3 22 8 8 
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IN WFTNESS WHERJ3OF, The mders@ied agmes to the terms and conditions of this right-of-way grant or 
permit 

AZA-3 2 2 8 8 
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STATE LAND DEPARTMENT 
STAT€ OF ARIZONA 

Right of Way 
M I ‘  Nt,. 17-1750 

ARTICLE i 
SI:&IECT LAND 
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3.1 Rental is due in advancr for the tcrni of t h i s  liiglif of W;iy riocunicnt. 

4.1 
main t enuiicc taf: 

The p u i p s e  of this Right of Way is the location, coastruetion, operation, :mi 

7 
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4.9 Grantee shaH have the right to erect, maintain, and us@ gates in all fences 
under thc control of the Grantor which now cross or shall hereafter cross said Right of 
Way, and to trim, cut, and ckwr a w q  trccs or brush whenever in its judgment the same 
shall be necessary €or tlrc convenient and safe exercise of the right herein provided. 

4.10 Grantee shall not fence any portion of this Riglit of Way unless specifically 
authorizcd in the attiiched additional conditions without prior written consent of Grantor, 
nor shall Gmntee exdude from the use of the sudacc Ihcrcof the Starc of Arhanw or its 
iesses or grantees as resenprd in Pamgi-ph 10.1. 

ARTICLE 5 
CUNFORMITY TO LAW 

S.1 T h i s  Right of Way is subject to applicable h w s  and covenants relating to 
State lands. 

6.1 This Right of Way issubject tu cancctb~tion pursuant to A.R.S. 38-513. 

6.2 If at any time the Right of Way ccasw to be used for thc purposc fur which it 
was granted, it shall become void, and the right to use the Subject Land and all: the rights 
of Grantee hereunder shall revert tu the Grantor. 

6.3 Upon revocation or termination ef the Right of Way, the Gmntcc shall 
tvmibf’e d i  equipment or facilities, and su far as is reasonably possible, restore and/or 
rehsbilitatc tire Subject Land to its original condition, and to thc satisfsction of the 
Grantor. 

ARTICLE 7 
ENVIRONMENTAL lNDEMNlTY 

7.1 Grantcc shalI protect, defend, indcninifj;, and hold harmlcss the Grantor 
from m d  against all liabilities, costs, charges, and cxpenscs, including attarmy$ fees and 
court costs arising out of (or related to) thc presence af (or existence of) any substance 
rcguiatcd under any app!icablit fcdci-a.1, state, or local environmentat hws, regutations, 
ordinances, or amendments thereto because of; (a) any substance that came to he located 
on the Right uf Way due to Grantee‘s usc or occupancy of the lands by rhe Grantee before 
or after tbc issuance of thc night of Way; or (b) any release, threatened release, or escape 
oPmy substance in, on. undcr, or from the Right of Way that is caused, in whole or  in part, 
by an! conduet, actions, o r  negligence OF tlrc Grintee, regardlcss of when suet1 substance 
ctmc fo be focated an thc Right of Way. 

3 



Aug 24 11 06:08p Roger Chantel 
RECEIVED 08!24)2011 18: 11 

928757-9755 p.41 

7.2 For the purposes of rhis Riglit of Wit>’ the term ‘‘reguhtted substand’ shaI1 
i~t ludc  substtmccs tlcfiaed as ‘*regulated substances”, “haxnrdous wiistc”, “1~a;Lardaus 
substancesn, “hamdous maCcrisdsn, “toxic substmccs”, or “pesticides” in the Resource 
Conscn*;itioa and Rccovrry Act, as amended by thc Waznrdous and Solid Wnstc 
Amendments of 1984; thc Comprchensivc Enrironnicntal Response, Compensation, an3 
Liability Act; the Hamrdous Materials Ttansportation Act; the Toxic Substance Control 
Act; the Fcdcrat Xnsccticidc, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act; thc rekvant Ioed  and state 
unvironincntaf laws, and thc rcguhtions, rules and ordinances adopted, and puhli&ions 
promulgated pursuant to the ioc31, state, and federal laws, This indcmnificatim shuli 
inslude, without limitation, claims, or damages arising out of any violations of applicttbk 
environmental iaws, rcgulatiuns, ordinr n m ,  or subdivisions thereof, rcgardlcss of any rcil 
or alicged strict liability on the part af Grantor. This environmental iodcninity shdl 
surs.ilvc tire espimtion or termination of this Right of Way andtor any transfer of d I  or any 
purtion of the Subject Land snd shall bc governed by the laws of the Sate  of Arizona. 

7.3 In the went any such action or claim is brought or actsscrtcd against thc 
Gmntor, thc Gmntcc shatl h w c  the right, subject to the riglit of the Grantor, to make all 
final decisions witb rcspeet to Cmntor’s liabilib. €or claims or darnngcs, (i) to psrticipntc 
with Grantor in the mnduct uf any furthcr required cleanup, rcmoval, or rcrndiaf actions 
:iud/or ncgatiatiaii and defcnsc a€ any claim iadcinniFibte under this environnicntiif 
indemnity provision, haying reasonable rcgnrd to tbc continuiag conduct of the 
nperationhusiaess tocutcd on the Subject Land and (ii) to participate wi$lt tile Gmntor in 
ncgQtiating and finatking sny ngremcnt or settlrmcnt with respect to any such claim or 
cfcanup. 

ARTICLE Y 
f NSlI RANCE REOUI REMENTS 

8 1  Grantec slid1 niainkin in full forco B carnmcrcid gcncnll liab$lit_v insurance 
policy during the Right of Way term affording protectton to the Sirnit n€ not less ann  one 
million dollars. This puliq slull contain il provision that Grantor, n a m d  as BR additiand 
insured, shall be entitled to recowq for any loss occasioned to it, its r p t s ,  and employees. 
Fuither, the poky slialf provide that Grantee’s covcrage is priman. over any otlrcr 
iasurance eoveragc available to the Grsntw, its agents, and cmpIayccs. insursncc policies 
must contain a prowisian that the Grantor shall mcive tin advance 3tl day tvrittcn notice of 
m y  cantellation or reduction in coveragc. 

ARTICLE 9 
EN VE RONMENTAL MATTERS 

9J Grantee shall strict13 comply with EnvironmlcntaJ Laws relating but not 
limited to haairdous nnd toxic materials, wastes, and pollulants. Comptiancc inam the 
Crantec slmll act in ucrordancct wirli the necessary reporting obligations, obtain and 
rn:tintain ali laerrnit.. trquircd, and provide copies of all dociiments rts required by 
Environnicntal taws. For purposes of this Right of Way thc tcrm ”Environmcntatl Law“ 
shall incfudc but not be limited to any relcvant fedcrii#, s b f c ,  or locd I~IIYS, and applicable 

4 S’I-\SD..\l~i) H W  12/05 Ret*. 7.116 
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rcgulations, rules and ardinanccs, and publicarions promulgated 
including any furam modifications or amcndrnennts relating to cnvjronmentaal matters. 

ursuant thereto, 

ARTICLE 10 
RESERVAT tONS; RE LlNO U f SHM EN TS 

I6,1 Grantor reserves the right to grant other rights in, upon, aver, and across the 
described Subject Land for any purpose whatsoever not inconsistent or incornpatibit with 
the use allowed by this indenture, and the Crantcc agrees not to esdude the Grantor or ics 
lcssccs ar grstotcws from the use of the Subject Land Lcrcin described. 

10.2 Grantor rcsewcs a13 natural resources, timber, and minerais (iacluding oil or 
gas) in or upon thc describtd Subject Land, and thc right to grant leases, permits, 
easements, andhr rights of way to estmct such rsourccs BY prwidt-xl by 111s and in I 
manner nut inconsistent or incompatible with Grantcc rights hereunder. Where 
insonsistcnt or incompatible uses exist, thc Grantor will require thc agpiiaat therefor to 
indemnify Grantee for loss it might suffer by reawn of such use. 

10.3 Grantor rcsen'cs ttic right tu relinquish to the United Statcs pursuant to the 
U.S. Act of August 30, 1890, land necdcd for irrigation works in connection with a 
gol-cmnient reclsrnation project. 

ARTICLE 11 
LOCATlOS, CONSTRUCTION AND MAlNTENANCE 

11.1 Granke shali ensure full compliance with the terms and conditions of tbis 
Right of Way by its agents, crnpluyccs, and contractors {including sub-cuntmrrom of  any 
dw), and the employees of each of them and shall include the ternis and conditions in 311 
contracts and sub-contracts which arc cntcrcd into by any of them. 

f 1.2 Failure or rcfusat of Grantec's agents, empl03~ces, contractors, sub- 
contractors, QI their employees to comply with these terms and conditions shall be deemed 
to be the failure or refusal of Grantee. 

ARTICLE 12 
KATWE PLBIY'TS ASD ARCI3.4EOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

12.1 If the reisova$ of plants protected under tbc Arkon3 Native Plant Law is 
necessary ta enjoy the privifcgc of this Right of  M'ay, the Grantee hereunder must obtain 
the written permission of thc Grantor and the Arizona Department of  Agriculture prior ta 
removal of those plants. 

€2.2 Grmtcc shall prompt@ notify the Cornniissioncr of the amount of flora, if 
any, which will be cut, removed, 01- destroyed in the construction and maintenance of said 
Right of Way and slitill pay the Grantor such sum of money as tlrc Commissioner may 
determine to hc the fufl value ofthe flora to be so cut, removed, or destroyed.. Grantee 

5 SF:\YDARUlV\Y flQS 1Cv. ?!M 
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shall notify tlic Grantur and the Arizoiia Department of Agriculture 30 days prior to any 
destruction or rcmovd crf native plants to allow saivsgt of those plants wItere possibic. 

12.3 Prior to surfacc disturbancc, tbc Gruntec hereof shal! provide evidence uf 
nrchneulogicuf cfcnmncc to the Department. Archaeological sumeys and site mitigation 
must be conducted in accordance with mlcs and rcgirhticrns promulgated by the Director? 
Arizona State Muscum. In thc  went additional nrchaiwlogicial resources arc dctcctcd by 
Grantcc after receipt of i1rCh:WObgiPd~ ciarancc, 311 work shall cease and notificativn shall 
bc givcn to thc Director, Arizatra SWc Muscum, rad Grantor. 

ART1CL.E 13 
GRANTEE SHALL PROTECT AND RIESTORE THE SUBJECT LAND 

13.1 Crantcc shall be required, upon completion a€ Right of Way construction, to 
niakc such rchabilitrrtftln mcasurcs on the Statc lunds, including but not limited to 
restoration of the surface, rwcgetntion, nnd fencing as dcterniincd ncccssary by the 
Grantar. 

13.2 Grantee shsti conduct all construction and maintenance activities in I 
m;itlnP-r that will nzinirni3r.c disturhancc to all land vaiucs including bur nut linlired to 
wgetiltion, dmiangc channels, nnd streambadis. Canstmction methods shall be Qesigncd 
to prevent dqradation of soil corditbns in a r w  where such degradation woutd resuit in 
dctrirnental crodm or subsidence. Grantee shall take such othcr soil and rtsourcc 
conservation and protection mcmurcs 011 the Subject Land under grant as rfctermiaed 
necttss:tr$ by the Grantor. 

13.3 Costs incurred by the Grmtcc in complying witti restoration and 
rclrabilitrtiun requii-c.itrents, as determined by the Dcprrtmcnt, on State hods shall be 
borne by the Grantee. 

13.4 Grantee s h d i  conduct its opcrations on the Subject Land in such a manner 
as is ronsistcnt with good environmental pracrices. Crantce shall csccrt reasonable efforts 
to avaid dnniagc of protected flom, and restore the surface to its condition prior to the 
occupancy tlicreof by Crantce. 

ARTICLE 14 
MISCELLANEOUS 

14.1 The described Subject l ~ n d  shall bc used only for the purpose stated in 
Paragraph 4.1, and as may be further detailed ebewberc. 

14.2 This Document is submitted €or csamination and shall have no binding e f h t  
on the parties unlcss and until executed by the Grantor (after eaecution by fhc Gnstee), 
and until a fully executed mpy is delivered to the Gwntec. 
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14.3 lo the cvcnt of a dispute between the parties fo ibis Right of Way, it is agrecd 
to use arbitrution to rmolw the dispute, but only to the cxtcnt required by A.R.S. 12- 
1518, In CIO event shall arbitration be employed to resolve a dispute which is &tienvise 
subject to administrative review by the Department. 

144 The Grantor docs net represuntor warrant that access exists over otlrcr Stattr 
Iunds vibich inten cnc rcspcctiwiy between the above Right of Way and the nearest public 
roadway. 

' !  
14.5 Grantee agrees tu indemnifv, hold, and save Gnintor Ikarmless against a11 

loss, damage, liability, eipensc, costs, and charges incident to or resulting in any way from 
any injuries to person or damage to propert). clused by or resulting from the use, 
condition, or occupation of the Subject Land. 

14.6 If for aiiy reamn the State of Arizona docs not have titk to any of the Subject 
Land described herein, this Right of Way shall be null and void insofar as it rtbbs to the 
Pdnd to which the State has failed to receive title. 

l j .7  Eveq ub!igttiun af the State under this Right of Way is conditioned upon tlir 
avaifability of funds appropriated QT allocdted far the payment of such obiigation. I€ funds 
arc not allocated and available for the Continuance of this ltight of War, this Right of Way 
may be terminated by the State at the cnd of the period for which funds arc available. No 
liability shsIl accrue to the Sbtc: in the cwnt this provision is exercised, and 4hc Stntc shall 
nor be oldigatcut or liabfe far any future payments or ilny damages as a result of 
termination undrr this pangraph. 

14.8 The parties agree tu be Bound by applicable Shxtc! and Federal rules 
governing Equiil Eiuplopinmt Opportunity, Non-iliscrimination and Disubilitics. including 
Esecutivc Order No. 99-4. 

14.9 Within 30 days of projcct cornpiction, Gritntcc shall submit a curnpleted 
ccrtiiicatc of construction (copy attached). 
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RUN DATE 2O-fdAR-ZOij3 
RUN TIME: 10:37;46 
APPENDIX A 
PAGE: 001 

KE-LEASE1: 01 7-@0175O-DQ-007 APPTYPE: RENEWAL 

0.00 2.500 

0.00 2.500 

21 .O-N-? 5.0-vV-32-08-030-900D 
23.O-N- 1 3.0-Nr-O~-08-030-9001 

f’dn88 THRU 52  NE 

M&B THRU NW NWSW , 

0.00 0.570 23.0-N-I 5 0-W-32-08-030-9003 M&B THRU SESE 
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August 13,2013 

EMERGENCY NOTICE OF ACTION 

Mohave Electric Cooperative has abandoned a number of poles and lines that are located between mile 
marker 76 and 77 on H w y .  66 east of Kingman, AZ. It appears that these poles and lines are not being 
used nor has any type of maintenance been done on these lines and poles for about five years. One of 
these poles is leaning to the point that if it breaks it could cause major damage to the wiring in the 
house in which I reside. I am a disabled veteran and require the need for continuous electricity to 
power my breathing machine. If I do not have continuous electricity to power my breathing machine I 
could die. Please understand my persistent efforts to get the issues that are in front of the commission 
into compliance with the laws. The only way my life can be guaranteed is if all of these laws are strictly 
adhered to. 

I am asking you, and whoever is responsible for issuing orders, to protect the general safety of the 
citizens and issue an order, under Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-202 B 1 and 2, to Mohave Electric 
Cooperative to file an Application for Discontinuance or Abandonment. 

I, Roger Chantel, am giving you notice that I have a medical need for continuous electricity. My request 
falls in the described law known as Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-211 A 5 and 6. I am requesting 
that you give notice to Mohave Electric Cooperative to re-instate the electric service to loo01 E. H w y  66, 
Kingman, AZ. 

If you would be so kind, please supply a copy of the orders or any communication that you or your staff 
may have with Mohave Electric Cooperative. 

Respectfully submitted, 



NOTICE 

A notice is give to Steven M. Olea, Arizona Corporation Commission Utility Director, 
by Roger Chantel and a number of citizens of the State of Arizona. 

This NOTICE requests the Arizona Corporation Commission Utility Director to 
conduct an inspection of utility lines and poles that are located on or next to Hwy 
66. The inspection shall start at Mile Mark 66 and end a Mile Mark 80. The 
inspection report shall include the distance from pole to pole, size of poles, any 
evidence of deterioration of the poles, any leaning poles, and any other elements 
that the inspector may deem unsafe. The inspection shall include both the newly 
constructed lines and the old abandoned lines between Mile Mark 76 and 77. The 
inspector shall compare his findings of these two lines and make a comparison 
with the safe standards set forth in A.A.C. 14-2-208 F 1, which are the laws that 
protect the citizens of Arizona from being subjected to hazardous high voltage 
power line conditions. 

A copy should be presented to Belinda A. Martin, Administrative Law Judge. 

Respectfully Submitted 

~ Ro&r Chantel 


